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21%
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No answer

2%

 Total responses: 121
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BACKGROUND


Between August 27 and September 12, 2003 the OAS Staff Association requested the staff of the Organization to complete a questionnaire on the performance evaluations system currently in effect.


The questionnaire on performance evaluations was prepared with the valuable collaboration of the Department of Human Resources, given their interest in this matter, as well as their desire to learn the opinion of the staff on certain elements of the system’s application and results over the four years it has been in operation
.


The Staff Association asked all personnel, career service and contract, to complete this questionnaire.  One hundred and twenty one responses were received from both Headquarters’ personnel and those working in the offices of the General Secretariat in the Member States.  This figure represents 18.6% of a total of 650 staff eligible to participate as of November 2003.


The Staff Association carried out the tabulation and analysis of the responses contained in the 121 questionnaires received
.  Both the questionnaires and the material prepared during their tabulation, which form the basis of the conclusions of this Report, are available to any staff member at the Offices of the Staff Association.

RESULTS
 

The results of the consultation on performance evaluations are reflected in the graphs annexed to this Report.  The importance of these results, which might have varied if the remaining staff had chosen to fill out the questionnaire, is based not only on the absolute value of the figures, but also on the trends that were detected and the comments, opinions and suggestions that have been provided and which are apparently affecting labour relations, productivity and the traditional efficiency demonstrated by the staff of the General Secretariat in the performance of their duties. 


Following are syntheses of the main findings of this consultation to our colleagues from the staff
.

General Responses
   

· 58% of the staff that responded has been working with the Organization for more than 10 years. (See Graph 1).

· 61% of the staff responding are professionals. (See Graph 2).

· Prior to implementing this system, 55% were not accustomed to meeting with their supervisors, except when a problem arose. (See Graph 4).

· 82% indicated that they had participated in part or all of the performance evaluation process. (See Graph 5).

· 38% established their own objectives, without the participation of their supervisor. (See Graph 7).

· 12% believed that their goals were not related to the mission of their respective areas. (See Graph 8).

· 49% did not receive comments from their supervisor, except when there was a problem. (See Graph 10).

· 61% believe that the performance evaluation process is not effective. (See Graph 11).

· 51% believe that the performance evaluation process is neither fair nor objective (See Graph 12).

· 51% believe that supervisors attribute little or no importance to the performance evaluation process. (See Graph 13).

· 62% believe that the performance evaluation process has had no impact on their actual performance. (See Graph 14).

Responses of Supervisors

· 30% of the supervisors met with their staff at least once or twice a year to prior to the establishment of the performance evaluation system.   That figure has risen to around 61% since said process was established. (See Graphs 19 and 20)

· 23% of supervisors carried out the performance evaluation process seated behind their desks. (See Graph 21).

· 69% of supervisors dedicate between 30 to 60 minutes to the performance evaluation of each staff member. (See Graph 22)

· 53% of supervisors left did not answer questions related to difficulties in the establishment of goals, difficulties during the mid term meeting, and difficulties in the final evaluation meeting. (See Graph 23).

· 65% of the supervisors carried out the process of establishing goals together with each staff member. (See Graph 24).

· 23% of the supervisors have been pressured to change the performance evaluation of a staff ember. (See Graph 25).

· 35% of the supervisors believe that the evaluations are a useful tool to establish and achieve the proposed goals since they improve the performance of their subordinates. (See Annex I, question 26)

· 23% of supervisors indicated that the job performance evaluation process is cumbersome and time consuming. (See Annex I, question 27)

· 11% of supervisors noted that higher hierarchical levels exhibited problems due to their lack of interest in the process, by censuring any unfavorable comments regarding  their managerial competence, or by applying undue pressure to have already completed performance evaluations changed. (See Annex, question 27)

· 50% of supervisors receive comments on their own performance only when circumstances so dictate. (See Annex I, question 28)

· 23% of supervisors indicated that they had no training in the area of supervision or management. (See Annex I, question 29)

· Annex I, question 30 contains a transcript of the comments and suggestions received from the supervisors.

CONCLUSIONS 


The Staff Association believes that the existence of a fair, objective and effective performance evaluation system is not only necessary in any organization, but that it is fundamental for the optimum development of the human potential existing within it  and essential to ensure transparency in the decisions regarding the promotion of staff.  In light of the trends observed, the Staff Association expresses its willingness to collaborate with the General Secretariat in the design and implementation of a system that encompasses these characteristics  thus avoiding the limitations noted in the current system.


Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Staff Association also believes that in order for the system to be truly effective, said evaluation system should be an integral part of a personnel policy that has as its objectives: the transparent selection of the most qualified personnel - whether that applies to newly entering staff or to the promotion of existing staff; the efficient utilization of the General Secretariat’s human resources; the creation of a workplace environment free of all forms of sexual or psychological  harassment; the establishment of effective training mechanisms, both for supervisors and those supervised, as well as effective incentive mechanisms for the staff, among others. 


The introduction of the current performance evaluation system in 1999 was a necessary measure to ensure the effective administration of the General Secretariat’s human resources.  The establishment of a formal mechanism for the identification of tasks and responsibilities, more than 10 years after the previous evaluation had been abandoned, made it possible, at least in theory, to initiate a process of convergence between the objectives of the Organization, the goals of the various dependencies of the General Secretariat, and the tasks that the staff had to carry out in order to achieve those objectives.  It also made it possible to compare what was done vis-à-vis the hoped for results; to identify the difficulties that might have had an affect on those results; and, to make the necessary adjustments.  As originally conceived, staff training and incentives were seen as playing a critical role in the full and effective use of the General Secretariat’s human resources
.  


In this sense, the current system has had a positive impact since it has forced supervisors and those supervised to analyze the objectives of each area and to rationalize the tasks to be carried out  with said objectives and goals in mind.  However, this rationalization has only been partially achieved and at a cost that is too high in terms of the time required to complete this requirement.  Furthermore,  in the absence of a more effective personnel policy based on incentives, training, promotion etc. the current performance evaluation system became a mechanism of limited efficacy  as an instrument for the development and optimum utilization of the human potential existing in the General Secretariat.


After four years we are approaching a situation in which the evaluations take place simply because they have to take place.  Some areas have apparently refused to comply with this requirement whilst others have applied it superficially, mechanically or improperly.  This is clearly unfair to all those supervisors and staff who, in good faith and in a professional manner, have faithfully complied with this requirement throughout the last four years.


In order to overcome the negative perceptions widely shared by the staff – that the current performance evaluation system is cumbersome, of doubtful utility, unnecessary
, etc., and to facilitate its analysis, some of the many suggestions and observations made by the staff have been grouped into the following broad categories:
   

DESIGN

At present there is only one form for all the General Secretariat’s staff.  This is too rigid and does not allow for the development of standards of evaluation, which are more in accord with the reality of each personnel category.

Based on the results of the consultation it is suggested that the following possibilities be studied:

· have one form for professionals and another for general services

· have a different form for those staff members who work in the offices of the General Secretariat in the member states

· have a form that makes it possible to measure more objectively the results

· adjust the form in a manner that is more in line with the differing nature of the work carried out by staff in the administrative and cooperation areas

· establish an evaluation cycle that covers the period January-December of each year. 

COVERAGE

In its current form, the evaluation system does not have a mechanism that allows a more thorough evaluation of supervisors.  In addition, the goals setting and final evaluation meetings are not open to participation by staff from the Department of Human Resources, who could to a certain extent ensure a convergence between the tasks assigned and the job description of a staff member.  Further, the performance evaluation system is not carried out by all the offices of the General Secretariat, nor is its application uniform.

Based on the results of the consultation it is suggested that the following possibilities be studied:

· Design a mechanism for the evaluation of supervisors, by a group of their peers, making it possible, at the same time, for staff to evaluate their supervisors.  This mechanism should include adequate protection against reprisals against both those supervised as well as the supervisor.

· At the request of one of the parties, allow for the participation of a representative from the Department of Human Resources, as an impartial observer, during the different stages of the performance evaluation process.

· Design a mechanism that ensures the full application of the performance evaluation system in all the offices and dependencies of the General Secretariat.

IMPLEMENTATION

To date the performance evaluation system has only been partially used to identify training needs, many of which cannot be met due to a lack of resources.  The system has been used only on a few occasions to support the extension of contracts, identify meritorious staff, or promote personnel.  However, the system was used as part of the continuing contract process, as well as to determine salary step increases, and to renew contracts. 

Based on the results of the consultation it is suggested that the following possibilities be studied:

· Continue actively promoting the positive use of the performance evaluations as a mechanism to stimulate personnel. 

· Emphatically deny legitimacy to its use as a punishment, reprisal, harassment or humiliation mechanism.

· Design an objective implementation mechanism for the evaluation system that can deal with problems of integrity, ethics or ulterior motivation, which may arise, particularly at the supervisory level.

Finally, the performance evaluation system to be implemented in the future should continue to have as its central purpose that of being an incentive mechanism to increase staff performance, denying legitimacy for its use as an instrument of reprisal. 
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[image: image2.emf]2. What category of staff are you?

No answer

3%

Professional

61%

General Services

36%

Total responses: 121


[image: image3.emf]3. Have you read Administrative Memorandum No. 92, “Guidelines on 

Conducting Performance Evaluations”?

No answer

2%

Yes

86%

No

12%

Total responses: 121


[image: image4.emf]4. Before the performance evaluation began, how often did you meet with your 

supervisor to discuss your performance and other work-related issues?

More than 4 times per year

22%

2-3 times per year

15%

When a problem arose

34%

Never 

21%

Seldom

1%

No answer or N/A

7%

Total responses: 121


[image: image5.emf]5. Have you been participating in the performance evaluation process since its 

inception in 1999?

No (new staff)

8%

Yes

82%

No

3%

No answer

7%

Total responses: 121


[image: image6.emf]7. Do you participate in setting your own goals?

No answer

4%

Yes, I set my own goals 

38%

Combination:  my 

supervisor and I 

collaborate in setting my 

goals

54%

No, my supervisor sets my 

goals

4%

Total responses: 121


[image: image7.emf]8. Are you able to see a link between your goals and the mission of your area? 

Please explain

No

12%

No answer or N/A

10%

Yes

78%

Total responses: 121


[image: image8.emf]9. Do you know what the standards are for good performance in your position?

No (please explain)

13%

No answer

7%

Yes

80%

Total responses: 121


[image: image9.emf]10. Do you receive periodic feedback on your performance throughout the year 

(in between annual review meetings?

Spontaneously

3%

More than 4 times per year

21%

2-3 times per year

19%

When a problem arose 

26%

Never 

23%

No answer

8%

Total responses: 121


[image: image10.emf]11. Do you think the evaluation process is effective? What benefits have you 

received from participating in the performance evaluation process? 

No

61%

Yes

27%

I don't know

3%

No answer

9%

Total responses: 121


[image: image11.emf]12. Do you think the evaluation process is fair and objective?

No

51%

Yes

30%

No answer

12%

Sometimes

2%

I don't know

5%

Total responses: 121


[image: image12.emf]13. In your opinion, how much value do supervisors see in the evaluation 

process?

No answer

15%

Not much/some

24%

None

27%

I don't know

7%

It depends on the 

supervisor

12%

Significantly

12%

Significantly as a means to 

exercise power

1%

Significantly as a 

means of punishment

2%

Total responses: 121


[image: image13.emf]14. To what extent do you think the performance evaluation process has 

improved your actual performance? Please explain

No answer

10%

Not really at all

62%

Somewhat

21%

Significantly

7%

Total responses: 121
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17. Have you attended the performance evaluation training designed especially 

for supervisors?

No

23%

No answer

4%

Yes 

73%

Total responses: 26


[image: image15.emf]Supervisors

 18. How much time do you spend beforehand preparing for the meetings with 

your staff? 

No answer

4%

More than 1 hour

31%

30-60 minutes

46%

Less than 30 minutes

19%

Total responses: 26
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19. Before the performance evaluation process began, how frequently did you 

meet with your staff to discuss their work and performance issues?

No answer

12%

As needed

4%

At least weekly/frequently 

or as needed

22%

Twice per year or as 

needed

30%

Once a year

8%

I was not a supervisor 

before the year 2000

8%

At least monthly or as 

needed

12%

4-5 times per year

4%

Total responses: 26
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20. How often have you met with your staff since the performance evaluation 

process began in 1999 to discuss performance and work-related issues?

Several times per year - 

frequently

11%

At least twice regularly but 

normally outside the 

evaluation process

61%

No answer

12%

Twice a week

4%

At least once a year

8%

At least once a week

4%

Total responses: 26
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 21. Where do you conduct your performance evaluation meetings?

No answer

8%

In a conference room or 

somewhere else

34%

At a table in my office

31%

From behind my desk 

23%

From behind my desk or 

my staff's desk

4%

Total responses: 26
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 22. How long do the meetings last?

30-60 minutes

69%

 Less than 30 minutes

19%

No answer

4%

More than 1 hour

8%

Total responses: 26


[image: image20.emf]Supervisors

 23. What difficulties, if any, have you experienced with the following 

performance evaluation meetings?

a) Goal-setting meeting 

No answer

53%

None

23%

Lack of functions or 

prioirities clearly 

established

4%

The staff sets too many 

goals

4%

Resistance to face change 

or make better

4%

Goals constantly change

4%

Setting goals that can be 

measured

8%

Total responses: 26
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 23. What difficulties, if any, have you experienced with the following 

performance evaluation meetings?

 b) Mid-point meeting 

No answer

53%

Meeting has to be re-

scheduled

4%

None

23%

Difficulty to find necessary 

time to conduct the 

meeting

4%

Staff shows indifference

4%

Lack of resources to carry 

out the goals comes to light

8%

Too many goals set come 

to light

4%

Total responses: 26 
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23. What difficulties, if any, have you experienced with the following 

performance evaluation meetings?

 c) Final evaluation meeting 

No answer

53%

Too many goals originaly 

set

4%

None

23%

The mid-point and final 

meetings are combined

4%

Staff is never satisfied

4%

Fear to miss the step 

increase due to a negative 

evaluation

4%

Supervisor places 

unnecesary pressure to 

change the evaluation 

results

4%

Need to define "meets 

expectations"

4%

Total responses: 26
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 24. Do you invite your staff to participate in setting their goals?

No answer

12%

Combination:  My staff and 

I collaborate in setting their 

goals

65%

No, I set my staff’s goals 

myself

4%

Yes, I invite my staff to set 

their own goals

19%

Total responses: 26
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 25. Have you ever had a reason to change your evaluation of a staff member? If 

you answered “Yes”, please explain

No

69%

Yes (for example to 

facilitate a contract 

renewal, office politics)

19%

Yes - I didn't cave in under 

pressure to change an 

evaluation

4%

No answer

8%

Total responses: 26




APPENDIX I

26.-   What benefits have you received from conducting the performance evaluation meetings?   How important is this tool for managing and developing your staff?


Just over one-third (35 %) of the 26 supervisors who replied to this questionnaire indicated that performance evaluations were a useful tool for achieving targets and goals by enhancing the performance of the staff they supervise.  Various ways of achieving such improvement were mentioned, namely: clarity as to what is expected of each staff member; good timing in detecting and dealing with problems; a mechanism for keeping staff focused on key tasks; a perception on the part of staff members that their work is appreciated, etc. One supervisor said that the process had made it possible to pinpoint training needs and that the staff concerned then did receive that training. 


Nearly 27% of the supervisors considered that the main benefit obtained from the performance evaluation process was that it opened up communication channels with staff. Some supervisors said that better communication had led to an exchange of ideas and useful “feedback.”


Two supervisors said they thought that the performance evaluation process had brought only marginal or no benefits.


Four supervisors did not reply to this question.


One questionnaire was incomplete.

27.-   What are some of the difficulties you have encountered with the performance evaluation process


Twenty-seven percent of the 26 supervisors who replied to this questionnaire ignored this question.


Just under one quarter (23%) of the supervisors think the process is cumbersome and takes up too much time. That led one supervisor to suggest that the evaluations be carried out by administrative staff. One supervisor considers the procedure unrealistic and insincere; another calls it difficult and useless. One supervisor hit the nail on the head by stating that the process is too time-consuming for staff already over-burdened. This comment once again highlights the fact that while the total number of staff in the General Secretariat is declining, the remaining staff has a continually expanding work load, either because colleagues have left or as the result of new mandates.


One in every six or seven (15%) supervisors said it was difficult to carry out a fair evaluation of the staff in his or her remit, for the following reasons: unfavorable evaluations were questioned; the difficulty of choosing between a fair evaluation and the hope that with adequate incentives performance could improve; a defensive stance on the part of staff members told that they could improve their performance.  One supervisor complained that the Department of Human Resources insisted on a strict justification for unfavorable evaluations, but not for favorable assessments.


Just over 1 in 10 (11%) of the supervisors considers that higher echelons in the OAS caused problems either because they were not interested in the process, or because they censored any commentary casting aspersions on their managerial skills, or because they exerted undue pressure to alter already completed performance evaluations. 


Eight percent pointed to the lack of incentives or difficulty in promoting staff as the principal impediments.


One supervisor said that the process triggers confusion between the functions that appear in job descriptions, work plans, and individual goals.


Another pointed out that the problem was lack of clarity as to the objectives of the Organization.


One supervisor said he/she had no problems worth mentioning.

28.-
How often do you receive feedback on your own performance?


Half the 26 supervisors who answered the questionnaire said they received comments on their own performance only when circumstances so warranted.


Nearly 1 in 5 (19%) said that such feedback occurred during the evaluation meetings.


Two supervisors said they never received comments.


One supervisor said he/she received feedback all the time.


One supervisor said that his/her performance was frequently criticized, in public and in private, without sufficient acknowledgment of his/her positive contributions.


One supervisor said the question smacked of negative connotations and that he/she had received favorable comments on work well done over many years.

29.-
Have you ever had any supervisory or management training?


Nearly half (42%) the 26 supervisors who answered this questionnaire said they had had training in the course of academic programs.


Nearly a quarter (23%) of the supervisors said they had received another kind of training. Of this group, two mentioned OAS programs and one referred to courses and conferences on supervision and leadership.


Another quarter (23%) of the supervisors said they had not had any training.


One said he/she had taught himself/herself.


One said he/she had had 30 employees to oversee in the private sector.


One referred to other jobs in the past. 


One supervisor did not reply.

30.-
Any other comments/suggestions

· Change the evaluation form.  Human Resources should make sure that evaluation is not used arbitrarily to punish or threaten.  Salary increases should not depend on evaluation. Rather, personnel should be offered other kinds of incentives. 

· Supervisors need on-going training.

· The performance evaluation process now appears to be considered a new source of “competition” among Departments/Areas where an outstanding performance award (s) should be given not based on merit but because a department should present candidate(s) for the award every year.  This trend will decrease the value of the award and diminish the real outstanding performance of those who have worked hard and deserve recognition.

· Given the lack of clear objectives and well-defined functions, and the lack of time and resources that are visibly consistent with the workload, there is unlikely to be an objective and constructive evaluation process. In many instances, the process turns into a form of venting frustration or simply abusing the power that every supervisor has over those supervised. I suggest that the evaluation process should force the supervisor to reflect, together with the staff member he or she supervises, whether or not there have been, at one and the same time, clear objectives, goals, viable working procedures, resources, and deadlines compatible with what was required. This would help prevent subjective evaluations based on goals that are frequently over-inflated, despite all the uncertainties and lack of resources, precisely out of fear of a negative evaluation from the outset.

· The evaluation schedule should be linked to the timing of the annual work review i.e. it should be on an annual basis with the final evaluation being done between December- January and the mid-point being completed sometime between June and July. Need for mandatory refresher to clarify relationships and differences between job descriptions, work-plans and individual goals.

· Get qualified help to assist the OAS in developing its personnel to meet the needs of the Hemisphere.

· Get supervisors to take the evaluation seriously and allow time to get them done properly.

· Are formal mid-term evaluations useful? Can a different metric than “meets expectations” be developed or could this be better explained.

· Develop a training program for supervisors with weaknesses in supervisory and management techniques.

· Top supervisors, like Directors and Executive positions staff, need to take the evaluation process more seriously and be given the authority to use it to help their staff grow.

· The evaluation process could be further enhanced if there were a direct link between performance and salaries and raises. The way it is set up right now it is faulty. There are no incentives for an employee to perform his best.  I also see a lot of favoritism with this present evaluation process.  If this process is to continue in this same format I believe it is a waste of my time and it should be abolished entirely.

APPENDIX II

Performance Evaluation Process

The following describes the problems and strengths of the current system, identified by the staff members that responded to the survey with the aim of perfecting it.  Such problems and strengths are focused in emphasizing the efficiency of the process as well as the benefit or advantage that the staff member received from the process:

Problems and strengths of the current system

The following describes the problems identified by staff members that responded to the survey, many of which consider the current system inefficient, and indicate they have not benefited from it:

1. For some staff, the meetings related to the performance evaluation system don’t have anything to do with their everyday duties because they regularly meet with their supervisor.

2. The performance evaluation system allows the supervisor to use it as a means to benefit some employees or to interfere with those that are not of his/her like.

3. Many respondents perceive that their supervisors consider the process very little useful.

4. Some respondents consider that the success of the performance evaluation process depends on the supervisor, since the employee had participated under the supervision of one but not under the other.

5. Some employees consider that the performance evaluation process have helped them to identify their contribution [to the Organization].

6. The process is not used to measure the staff’s performance but whether s/he meets meets the established goals. The process doesn’t include objective standards or guidelines or parameters that establish how good or bad the employee performance is. Furthermore, the standards or criteria considered by the supervisor do not necessarily concur with those of the employee.

7. In some instances, the established goals maybe linked to the area’s mission but not to the employee’s professional growth.

8. The process allows the employee to be evaluated only on his/her goals set, and not on his/her performance as an integral part of his/her area.

9. The system doesn’t address how the goals should be measured.

10. The process doesn’t encourage the supervisor to communicate the employee on how the employee is performing his/her functions but only whether he/she met the set goals.

11. Some General Services staff indicate that the current process doesn’t accommodate to the functions they perform.

12. The goals of some Professional staff are not quantifiable. Staff carries out their activities or projects in an attractive and informative way, aiming at pursuing greater visibility or at the establishment of close cooperation links with state or public entities. Staff contributes in areas where needed as their supervisor sees it fit.

13. The process takes away additional time from the staff.

14. Many employees consider that there is a link between the activities they perform and their area’s mission, while others still don’t see the link.

15. The process allows the staff to organize his/her day-to-day work and to structure the activities of his/her area.

16. The staff would like to receive greater feedback from their supervisor.

17. The staff considers the process to be routine lacking the in-depth that it deserves. The process includes meetings that are only to fill out the required form.
18. The system forces the staff member to remain silent and faithfully follow the supervisor’s guidelines without criticism toward him and to the criticism, which he offers to others.

19. There are staff members that continue to be evaluated on goals that do not correspond to their description of functions.

20. The supervisor communicates with the staff member only to call his attention or to confirm a success.
21. In some cases the system has allowed the recognition of the staff member by the supervisor.

22. The system has allowed for a more efficient communication with the supervisor.

23. The system allows me the opportunity to talk with my supervisor about my position within the department and the Organization.

24. The highly structured focus of the present system is inefficient in certain areas.

25. Even though it is certain that the process is useful in identifying contributions from the staff, as well as promoting pride in the final product or identifying weaknesses, the process is subjective and in some circumstances, political.

26. Supervisors do not have the time to fill out forms that lack sense.

27. The process took too long, a not much was gained.

28. The format has no value.

29. The system allows the staff member to have a sense of what is expected of him.

30. In some cases the process has allowed the promotion of the staff member, as well as to recommend him for the continuing contract process and recognition by an “outstanding performance”.

31. The process forces one to have a dialogue with the supervisor.

32. For some staff members, the process allows for certain access to the supervisor.

33. The process does not include incentives for the staff member.

34. In situations where the staff member questions and obtains a change in his evaluation, he positions himself in a very vulnerable place.  However, the supervisor does not suffer any consequence.
35. The effectiveness of the process is only partial, since it is necessary for the staff member to have specific goals, which are obtained from an operational plan.  However, the process allows for the dialogue between the staff member and the supervisor to be focused only within the goals and not on his/her performance.

36. The evaluation is incomplete since it does not allow indicating the areas where the staff member needs improvement.

37. The process could be effective if the supervisor would take the time to talk about the established goals.
38. The system has not been implemented in an effective and constructive manner.

39. The effectiveness of the system depends on the staff member, as well as on the supervisor.

40. For some staff members the current system works for them and for their “fair/just” supervisors.
41. The system could be effective if it is used properly, which is very unusual.

42. The system has allowed the staff member to receive constructive feedback and to measure his own progress, as well as an improvement when obtaining a higher level of productivity.

43. The system is not executed as a tool for the measurement of efforts, which makes this very difficult.

44. The system is cumbersome, and very few occasions are the goals met, due to the lack of resources or time.

45. The system is effective, depending on the feedback that is received.

46. The system allows the staff member to visualize what needs to be done, the duration and see his achievements every year.

47. The process is only subject to the evaluation of the supervisor, which makes it too dependent on who is evaluating.

48. The evaluations only are done because DHRS requests them; therefore the supervisor meets at the last minute.

49. It’s difficult to measure performance with the current form.

50. The system allows the staff member to concentrate and comply with his goals, in hopes of obtaining opportunities to improve in his professional career.

51. The system does not offer any incentive for the staff member that documents his functions, which are of a higher grade than the one he has.

52. The objective of the evaluation process is not that of improving the performance of the staff member, since training and education by the Secretariat is nonexistent.

53. If the goals are well defined, the system allows the staff member to evaluate himself.

54. The evaluation process should be eliminated, since it is ineffective and has not benefited the staff member.

55. The system is subject to the non-fulfillment of the established goals, in order to comply with personal guidelines from the supervisor.

56. Maybe the system works for technical areas, but not for administrative personnel, since the nature of the functions does not change with time.

57. The current system has negatively impacted the staff member.

58. The system has allowed the supervisor to be aware of the importance and complexity of my functions.

59. Some, but not all, consider this a valuable tool to force personnel into undergoing unnecessary stress, with the objective of his/her elimination from the Organization.

60. The application of the current system is irrelevant and does not encourage the staff member when he is being responsible and is correctly performing his functions.

61. The current planning process of some areas is more effective than the evaluation process, since this leads all personnel into having the same qualification.

62. The system must infer less stress to the staff member, as well as the supervisor.

63. In absence of a solid administration, it is difficult for any evaluation system to contribute to the improvement of a staff member’s performance.

64. The system lacks the flexibility the supervisor requires to adapt it, according to the productiveness of the staff member.

65. For the process to be effective, people of renowned integrity should carry it out.

66. The evaluation process is in danger of becoming an institutionalized mechanism to harass personnel.

Recommendations

Following is a description of recommendations identified by the staff members that responded to the survey, for the process to be effective and beneficial to the staff member. 

1. The evaluation system is necessary and is needed to correct deficiencies.

2. Establish a mechanism for the evaluation process to be implemented for all staff members, without exception.

3. The system should be treated with more thought.

4. The system should contemplate the evaluation of the supervisor by his supervisors.  Furthermore, it should include mechanisms that do not allow the supervisor and other staff members to take reprisals against the staff members that evaluate the supervisor unsatisfactorily.

5. The system should include incentives besides the granting of the step increase, especially for those staff members that already are at the last step of their grade.

6. The system should include a mechanism to measure how the staff member reached his goals, and if he met them or not.

7. The system should be objective on behalf of the supervisor, avoiding the improper use of it.

8. The system should clearly provide the setting for its use and application, because there are staff members that have benefited with additional training and educating, or a promotion, while there are others, who have been affected by the misuse of the recommendations of his/her supervisor, with the lack of standards to measure his/her performance.

9. Eliminate the existing condition in which the success or failure of the process depends solely on the supervisor. 

10. The system should be adapted to areas, in which the activities and the framework do not change, which impedes the effectiveness of the performance. 

11. The evaluation process should be linked to salary incentives.

12. It is necessary for each staff member to know in what areas he can improve.

13. Design an efficient and effective system, which allows professional development and which is not used as a tool for punishment or manipulation.

14. The system should not entirely depend on the disposition of the supervisor to begin a permanent dialogue with the staff member.

15. The system should not be subject to the integrity, objectivity or ethics of the supervisor.

16. Offer the staff member the opportunity to reflect on his personal goals and area goals.

17. Educate the staff member and the supervisor in the evaluation system.
18. Include a system in which the performance of the staff member can be measured and not only “meets or doesn’t meet”, which should be linked to the monetary compensation.

19. The system should be trustworthy, more collective and quantifiable.

20. The system should be designed taking into account if the supervisor is a “political appointee or trusted” staff member.

21. The system should be agile and should not consume too much time for the supervisor or the employee. 

22. The system should be linked to a personnel management system, which considers the goals of the Organization as well as the skills and contribution of the staff.

 23. To count on specialized consultants to design a performance evaluation system that takes into account the realities of the Organization.

24. For the process to be valid it must count on the support of the executive secretaries, directors, and the officers in charge areas or programs.

25. To offer a system that works successfully for all personnel categories, general services, professional, and the staff of the national offices in the member states.

26. The system should also contemplate the difference in nature of functions of the staff in technical areas from those in administrative areas that have routine activities. 

27. The system should contemplate those situations in which the supervisor is a “junior” staff with limited knowledge of the Organization, when evaluating staff with more “seniority” or with the same grade of that of the supervisor.

28. The system should provide the opportunity of continuous and constant evaluations in those cases in which the evaluation was not positive (due to lack of resources, training or lack of motivation) and it is important to show the progress achieved by the staff member. 

29. The system should not allow establishing goals identical to the description of functions.

30. The system should measure the staff member within his/her area, his performance and effectiveness. 

31. The system should contemplate a mandatory period of time for the staff member and his/her supervisor to establish the goals. 

32. The system should contemplate a greater number of evaluation categories, besides “meets or does not meet” criteria. 

33. The system should not allow supervisors to unfairly evaluate friends or staff members that he/she likes in a positive manner.

34. The system should be realistic and adjusts to the reality of the Organization.

35. The system should consider the training of supervisors in regard to its purpose and the goals to be achieved.

 36. To consider evaluation by a committee 
37. To consider realistic goals due to the lack of time to initiate new projects. 
38. The system should promote more frank and open discussions through meetings with the personnel. 

39. To make coincide the system of evaluation with the calendar year. 

� Patricia Downes and Gala Remington contributed actively in preparing the questionnaire, as did the firm of Deloitte & Touché.


� In carrying out the work of tabulating the results valuable collaboration was received from Carlos Chalbaud.


� It is necessary to keep in mind that these results are not the product of a random survey, designed and executed following the corresponding statistical methodology because this was not the original intent of this initiative of the Staff Association.  The usefulness of this consultation stems from the qualitative and quantitative information that has been gathered through the questionnaire used which identifies some of the aspects of the process that do not flow smoothly and  provide an opportunity to ponder  the recommendations made by the staff  with a view to its improvement.  The Staff Association hopes that the opinions regarding the efficacy of the current performance evaluation process contained in this report will contribute to a constructive discussion on its current operation, with a view to improving and/or redesigning it based on the 18.6% of the personnel who expressed sufficient interest in the topic to respond to the questionnaire.  


� For reasons already mentioned, these percentages are of an indicative nature. Some of the responses received give rise to  new questions such as, for example, the fact that 22% of responding staff met with their supervisor more than 4 times a year.  It isn’t clear how many of such cases reflect the nature of the work being carried out, if it is the product of too much supervision, if that supervision  is necessary to complete the work assigned or constitutes a healthy practice for maintaining open channels of communication. 


� Includes the responses of 26 supervisors to the first part of the questionnaire.





� In addition, the system was implemented on the premise of its being a tool to support and assist a staff member in identifying his/her specific needs for training and for developing other basic skills to improve the performance of their work.  Further, the system was intended to facilitate improved communications between supervisor and staff.


� Some staff members also indicated that the performance evaluations were being used as an instrument to harass, threaten and humiliate the staff, and that its use ran the risk of facilitating the institutionalization of this type of behaviour. 


� In view of the numerous suggestions made by the staff, and in light of the need to bring together and synthesize said recommendations, they have been grouped into the categories that are identified in the text of this report.  A complete list of the problems, strengths and recommendations identified by the staff can be found in Annex II of this report.


� This section is a transcription of the comments made by the 11 supervisors who answered this question.
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